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Dr. R. Breen, (Vice-Chairman); Dr. J.W. O'Brien; (Chairman); Mr. K.D. 
Adams; Prof. J.C. Giguere; Dean M.N.S. Swamy; Prof. A.D. Russell; Mr. 
G. Murray; Ms. C. LeCoursiére; Mr. F. Lucherini; Mr. S.P. Méthot; Mr. 
P. Arnkvarn; Mr. W. Schiff; Dean S.G. French; Mr. G. Kruitwagen; Mr. 
M. Padowicz; Mr. J. Griffin; Prof. B.S. Mangat; Prof. G.J. Trudel; Mr. G. 
Curnew; Prof. J.H. Whitelaw,', Prof. S. McEvenue; Prof. J. Locke; Dean 
A. Emery; Prof. S. Friedland; Prof. W. Byers; Prof. M.A. Malik; Prof. T. 
Fancott; Prof. M. Shames; Acting Dean R.H. Pallen; Prof. L.W. 
Jankowski; Prof. M.S. Dubas; Prof. C. Levy; Dean D.J. Taddeo; Dr. M. 
Singer; Prof. H.B. Ripstein; Prof. G.R. Curnew; Dean J. Chaikelson; 
Prof. J. Smucker. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Dean P. Simon; Prof. R.O. Wills; Dr. P.E. Filion; 
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Dr. J. Daniel; Ms. A. Wilde; Prof. H. Fink; Prof. G. 
Adams; Prof. R. Tobias; Prof. G.D. Xistris. 


Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 


Dr. Breen explained that he had been asked to begin the meeting and to chair 
it until such time as Dr. O'Brien arrived. Dr. O'Brien has been unavoidably 
detained because of a previous appointment. He asked Senate first to deal 
with Agenda Item III - Approval of the Minutes, and then proceed directly 
to Item IV Appointments. Senate could revert to the earlier Agenda Items, 
including Item 11 - Honorary Degrees, when Dr. O'Brien arrived. 


Approval of Minutes 


Dr. Breen advised that the Minutes of the meeting February 19, 1982, were 
not completed in time to be circulated for this meeting and consequently they 
would be put over for approval at the next Senate meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. METHOT, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RIPSTEIN, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
JANUARY 29, 1982, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 

Appointments 


Board of Governors Evaluation Committee - Rector 


Concerning the Senate appointments to the Board of Governors Evaluation 
Committee - Rector, Concordia University, Dr. Breen drew Senate's 


attention to the letter dated March 42 1982, from the Secretary of the Board 
to the Secretary of Senate, (US-82-3-D2), outlining the terms of reference 
and the dates of the meetings of the Evaluation Committee. He advised that 
the composition of the Evaluation Committee includes four faculty members 
to be named by Senate and the nominations from the Steering Committee 
were contained in document US-82-3-Dl. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CURNEW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RIPSTEIN, THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE EVALUATION 
COMMITTEE - RECTOR, CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY, (DOCUMENT 
US-82-3-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question, Dr. Breen advised that it was possible for 
additional nominations to be made, should anyone wish to do so and in 
which case an election would have to be held. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. RIPSTEIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SHAMES, THAT PROF. C. BERTRAND BE ADDED TO THE LIST OF 
NOMINATIONS TO THE EVALUATION COMMITTEE. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SMUCKER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RUSSELL, THM PROF. A. ANTONIOU BE ADDED TO THE LIST OF 
NOKINATIONS, TO THE EVALUATION COMMITTEE. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TRUDEL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RIPSTEIN, THAT NOMINATIONS BE CLOSED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


It was stated that it was not clear whether the two additional nominees have 
been informed of the dates and times of the Evaluation Committee meetings 
and it was suggested that a provision should be made to cover the 
possibility that one or both of 


those nominees have not in fact committed themselves to actual times of the 
meetings and are not able to attend the meetings. 


In response to a question, Dr. Breen explained that there were now six 
candidates on the nomination list and Senate could decide either to choose 
any four names from that list regardless of faculty designation, or it could 
decide that there should be one member from each Faculty. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TRUDEL, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THERE BE ONE MEMBER FROM EACH 
FACULTY. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
In consequence of the above motion, Dr. Breen declared two members 


elected by acclamation, Prof. L. Bessner, Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, and Prof. J. Locke, Faculty of Fine Arts. 
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Senate proceeded to vote by secret ballot for one member from the Faculty 
of Engineering and Computer Science, between Professors Antoniou and 
Jaworski, and one member from the Faculty of Arts and Science, between 
Professors Bertrand and Waters. 


It was agreed that if for any reason the winner in either category is unable to 
accept the nomination, the runner-up would be considered as an alternate 
member on a permanent basis. 


Senate agreed to proceed to the next Agenda item, while balloting was in 
progress. 


Senate Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation 


It was agreed to delay consideration of this Agenda Item until Prof. 
Whitelaw, who would be a bit late, arrived at the meeting. Para-Academic 
Activity 


Mr. Paul Arnkvarn presented and explained the CUSA Report on Credit for 
Co-Curricular Activity, (document US-82-3-DIO). He advised that CUSA 
wad recommending that the system for granting para-academic activity 
credits be maintained in the Faculty of Arts and Science and that a 
sub-committee of Senate be established to define and develop a coherent 
policy for the granting of para-academic credits for the University as a 
whole. 


Senate was advised that, following a directive from the Faculty Council, 
Prof. T. Gray, Assistant Provost, Division IV, Faculty of Arts and Science, 
had been asked to review the situation with respect to the Undergraduate 
Scholars Programme, the Asian and Third World Studies Programme, and 
the Para-Academic Classification, as a result of the restructuring of the 
Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies some two and one-half years ago. The 
directive from Faculty Council was to review those three programmes, 
including the Para-Academic Activity classification, which had very few 
students in it and seemed to be relatively unviable. In the summer of 1980, 
Prof. Gray, after consultations and interviews with everyone involved in the 
various activities, submitted his report recommending the elimination of the 
Undergraduate Scholars Programme, the Asian and Third World Studies 
Programme, and the Para-Academic Activity classification. When the report 
was presented to Faculty Council in May 1981, one of the student 
representatives on Council asked that the decision on the elimination of the 
Para-Academic Activity classification be delayed pending a CUFA report on 
that subject. It was agreed that that section of the report be tabled, on the 
understanding that the report from CUSA would be available in October, 
1981. The report was not available in October and Council at that time 
agreed to a one month extension to the reporting deadline. In December, 
1981, when it was clear that there was no report whatsoever, the Faculty 
Council decided to eliminate the Para-Academic Activity classification. It 
was further stated that one would have no difficulty whatsoever with the 
idea of someone investigating para-academic activity for the University as a 
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whole, but it was also emphasized that the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
had made a decision that in Arts and Science exclusively, there would not or 
should not be a para-academic classification within the old Interdisciplinary 
Studies structure. Consequently, Senate was urged to support the resolution 
from the Arts and Science Faculty Council and not to approve reviving this 
classification for another year, in Arts and Science alone. 


Appointments to Evaluation Committee (cont'd.) 


Dr. Breen announced that as a result of the first ballot, Prof. C. Bertrand 
has been elected to the Committee. He also advised that there was a tie vote 
between Professors Jaworski and Antoniou and consequently there would 
be a second ballot to elect one of those candidates as a representative from 
the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science. 


It was agreed to continue with the discussion on Para-Academic Activity, 
while the ballots were being collected and tabulated. Para-Academic Activity 
(cont'd.) 


During continued discussion on the Para-Academic Activity classification, it 
was argued that there had been inadequate publicity of the programme; that 
taking it out of the Calendar would not help Concordia's enrolment; and that 
although there may be certain difficulties insofar as administering the 
programme was concerned, that was not a justification for eliminating it. 


Dr. Breen advised that what was now before Senate was the motion that 
was tabled at the Senate meeting of January 29, 1982, namely - "THAT 
THE RESOLUTION FRCM THE ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY 
COUNCIL THAT THE PARA-ACADEMIC ACTIVITY 
CLASSIFICATION IN THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE BE 
DISCONTINUED, (DOCUMENT US-82-1-D3), BE APPROVED." 


During the lengthy discussion that followed it was argued that over the past 
year there has been a resurgence of interest by both faculty members and 
students, in our relationship with the community at large and in things that 
are not strictly structured within the curriculum of the University; that there 
has been no major effort in recent years to publicize the para-academic 
programme in the Faculty of Arts and Science; that the programme in Arts 
and Science should continue and that we should also look at the question of 
complimentary programmes on a University-wide basis; that probably a 
case could be made for something in the nature of credit for "co-curricular 
activity", but not within the existing framework of the para-academic 
activity programme in Arts and Science; that the programme has not been 
functional within Arts and Science and the Faculty did not want to keep 
something on the books with so little interest on the part of students and 
professors; and that if Senate should deem it appropriate, a committee 
should be established to study the possibility of instituting a programme for 
credits for "co-curricular activity" on a University-wide basis. 
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Appointments to Evaluation Committee, (cont'd.) 


Dr. Breen announced that as a result of the second ballot, Prof. A. 
Antoniou, Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, has been elected 
to the Evaluation Committee. 


Para-Academic Activity (cont'd.) 


During the continued debate on the motion to discontinue the Para-Academic 
Activity Classification in the Faculty of Arts and Science, it was argued that 
that programme should have been advertised and promoted to the same 
extent as other programmes, and particularly those in Division IV; that one 
would question the evaluation of the Para-Academic Activity programme, 
particularly in view of the fact that only two students were registered in it; 
that there has been no effort in recent years to promote the programme; that 
no one could expect any students to be enroled in a programme that has 
been removed from the Calendar for the past two and one half years; that it 
should not be treated as a second class programme; and that it should be 
re-launched and publicized. 


It was wondered to what extent Senate had the jurisdiction to impose upon 
Faculties, the continuance, discontinuance, or creation of programmes? It 
was also suggested that perhaps the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
should be encouraged to look at the question of para-academic activity in the 
light of the report that has been prepared for Senate, (document 
US-82-3-DIO), and that if it is decided to implement something on a 
University-wide basis, it should come back to Senate, at which time a 
proposal should be made that the programme be looked at by U.C.C.C. to 
see to what extent it could be applied across the University. It was further 
argued that Senate should not attempt to unilaterally impose upon the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, something that that Faculty has attempted to 
consider for the last 18 months and has, subsequently, decided to eliminate. 


It was argued that if Senate could vote to abolish the Para-Academic Activity 
classification in Arts and Science, it should also be able to vote not to 
abolish it. 


It was explained that if the motion on the floor was not carried, it would be 
returned to the Faculty of Arts and Science for reconsideration. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Under a point of order, serious objection was voiced to the recurring 
argument, when Senate is considering an issue originating in one Faculty 
but is of concern and may have precedence for students in another Faculty, 
that Senate should not intrude into those other areas. It was stated that since 
its inception, Senate has ruled on far-ranging and strange issues, including 
the adoption of a resolution concerning a question of what Gulf Oil 
Company of Canada, Ltd., should do with an apartment building on 
Sherbrooke Street. It was argued that Senate should have the power to look 
at such issues and in future to consider various programmes objectively, 
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removed from some of the vested interests of a particular Faculty, and make 
a ruling on it. It was also argued that if on every issue being discussed by 
Senate, prior to a vote, the point was going to be raised that it may not be in 
the bests interests of some people in a particular Faculty, we should take a 
close look at exactly what Senate's mandate is and the relationship between 
Senate and the Faculty Councils. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. METHOT, SECONDED BY MR. 
ARNKVARN, THAT A SUB-COMMITTEE OF SENATE BE 
ESTABLISHED TO DEFINE AND DEVELOP A COHERENT POLICY 
FOR THE GRANTING OF PARA-ACADEMIC CREDITS FOR THE 
UNIVERSITY AS A WHOLE, AND THAT STUDENTS NOMINATED 
BY CUSA COMPRISE 50% OF THIS COMMITTEE. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. RIPSTEIN, SECONDED 
BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, THAT THE MOTION BE--SPLIT. 


It was explained that the effect of the amendment would be to divide the 
motion, with the first part ending at "... University as a whole". 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 


It was stated that one could vividly recall that when Senate was considering 
a question concerning academic advising, an issue to which the students had 
devoted considerable time, Senate was advised by the Chairman that 
regulations coming from this body could not be imposed on the University 
as a whole, i.e., an Faculty Councils, without their consent, and that that 
could only be accomplished by legislation from the Board of Governors. It 
was wondered whether the motion on the floor was going to result in 
another fruitless exercise whereby we establish the proposed committee, 
which will do its work and report back to Senate, only to discover that it 
cannot be imposed on individual Faculties. 


It was explained that the intention was that the proposed committee's report 
would be submitted to Senate and then circulated to the Faculty Councils for 
consideration. 


It was stated that a "College" Presently existed in Division IV, which was 
establishing technics for granting the kind of crediting referred to in 
document US-82-3-DlO and it was suggested that perhaps the advice of that 
"college" would be helpful in trying to set up an appropriate administrative 
structure for what was being proposed. It was further stated that in view of 
the interest of the students in the proposed program-me, in view of Senate's 
interest in providing students with what they feel is important, and provided 
that we can maintain acceptable standards, there was no reason not to set up 
the proposed committee and hope that it would produce something valuable. 


During continued discussion on the motion, the mover and seconder agreed 
to the following changes: 
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1) that the phrase "para-academic credits" be changed to 
"co-curricular academic credits"; 


2) that the words "of principles" be inserted after the phrase "... 
a coherent policy ..."; 


3) that the phrase- "... and that students nominated by CUSA 
comprise 50% of this committee be replaced by "... and that 
the committee consist of four members, two faculty 
members and two students". 


Concern was voiced over the proposed membership of the committee, it 
being argued that if the two faculty members happen to be opposed to the 
concept of co-curricular academic credits, the committee would end up 
deadlocked and its work nullified. It was suggested that it would be much 
more fruitful to have some segment of the University community, whether it 
be students, faculty, or whatever, produce a coherent document 
demonstrating, with some examples, the need for such a programme. The 
proposal could then be sent to committee for study, with input from 
departments, Faculties, etc. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that rather than reverting to the beginning of the 
Agenda and going into "Closed Session", Senate continue with the items in 
the main body of the Agenda and return to the earlier items at a later point in 
the meeting. 


Senate agreed to the above suggestion. Committee on Priorities and 
Resource Allocation 


Prof. Giguere presented and explained the resolution to abolish the Senate 
Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation, (document US-82-2-Dl). 
Dr. O'Brien advised that the resolution on the floor was as follows: 


"MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. XISTRIS, 
THAT WHEREAS THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON PRIORITIES AND 
RESOURCE ALLOCATION HAS DONE LITTLE OVER THE LAST 
FEW YEARS TO FULFILL ITS MANDATE; WHEREAS, WE SEE NO 
INDICATION THAT THIS MANDATE WILL BE FULFILLED IN THE 
NEAR FUTURE; WHEREAS THE UNIVERSITY HAS ESTABLISHED 
OTHER STRUCTURES TO GUIDE IT IN MATTERS OF PRIORITIES 
AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION;THAT SENATE ABOLISH THIS 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-82-2-Dl). 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to document US-82-2-D3, which 
contained recommendations from the Senate Committee on Priorities and 
Resource Allocation on the future of the Committee. He explained that the 
feeling of the Committee was that it was perfectly correct to notice that over 
the years it has not been able to literally fulfill its mandate as set out when 
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the Committee was initially envisaged in the early days of Concordia. 
However, the Committee feels that there is a somewhat different role and 
one that was somewhat closer to what it has been doing, that would still be 
useful. The Committee also feels that the development of the recent 
approach to academic evaluation, as previously approved by Senate, does 
indeed shift a part of the Committee's theoretical role to another body and 
that it was most appropriate that it not be assumed that there are two 
committees doing essentially the same job. Hence, the three 
recommendations contained in Item B, page 1, document US-82-3-D3. 


During the lengthy discussion that ensued, arguments were raised, both pro 
and con, on the question of maintaining or abolishing the Committee on 
Priorities and Resource Allocation and on the recommendations from 
SCPRA (document US-82-2-D3), that its title and mandate be changed. 


THE MOTION TO ABOLISH SCPRA, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
NOT CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. BREEN, SECONDED BY MR. PADOWICZ, 
THAT THE TITLE AND MANDATE OF SCPRA BE CHANGED, AS 
SET OUT IN RECOMMENDATIONS B.2., AND B.3., DOCUMENT 
US-82-2-D3. 


It was argued that, given that the discussion on the abolition or 
non-abolition of SCPRA focused to a large extent on document 
US-82-2-D3 and on the merits of the recommendations contained therein, 
there was no need for further discussion on the motion. 

THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Restructuring of Student Memberships on Senate 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to the CUSA resolution concerning the 
restructuring of student memberships on Senate, (document US-82-3-D4), 
with the present Membership and Powers of Senate attached. Document 
US-82-3-D5 provides information on the current student enrolments, by 
Faculty. He explained that if the CUSA Resolution concerning the 
restructuring of the student memberships on Senate (document 
US-82-3-D4), is passed, it would become necessary for the Board of 
Governors to adopt an amendment to the By-Laws of the University. to 
give it effect and consequently the Resolution would have to be drafted in a 
form appropriate to the By-Laws. That is, what was before Senate was 
more a matter of the principle involved rather than the ultimate precise 
wording, which can be drafted and will appear in the By-Laws in due 
course, should Senate see fit to go in this direction. 


Mr. Murray presented and explained the CUSA Resolution on the 
Restructuring of the Present Student Memberships on Senate, (document 
US-82-3-D4), and the rationale for it. He advised that there was one 
additional sentence to be added to the Resolution, to the effect that - "THE 
RESPONSIBILITY OF DIVIDING SEATS ACCORDING TO THIS 


FORMULA WILL REST WITH THE CUSA LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL". 
He explained that the intention was that the proportion of seats would be 
divided up according to the formula, by the Legislative Council and then 
presented to Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MS. 
LACOURSIERE, THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE 
RESTRUCTURING OF THE PRESENT STUDENT MEMBERSHIPS 
ON SENATE, (DOCUMENT US-82-3-D4, AS CHANGED), BE 
APPROVED 


It was stated that the points raised by Mr. Murray in presenting the 
Resolution, were very pertinent and could apply also to the faculty 
representation an Senate that exists at the moment, particularly in terms of 
certain Faculties perhaps being underrepresented and others who seem to be 
over-represented. The feeling was expressed that it would be inopportune to 
simply study one constituency of Senate at this point in time and that all of 
the constituencies ought to be studied. While one did not intend to curtail the 
debate, nonetheless at some point one would like to propose a motion to the 
effect that Senate agree today to ask the Steering Committee to look at the 
whole question of the composition of Senate insofar as representations from 
Faculties, students, etc., were concerned; that Senators and/or faculty 
members, and Faculties, be invited to submit briefs for planned 
restructuring to the Steering Committee; and that Steering Committee then 
present to Senate, by May, 1982, a planned restructuring of this body. 
While one did not wish to curtail the discussion, because it was a matter that 
should be addressed by all Senators, nonetheless it was felt that the matter 
should be sent to the Steering Committee and the Steering Committee 
invited to receive briefs from the University community and then to make 
recommendations to Senate. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the thrust of the above, was to move a motion 
that the question be referred to the Steering Committee along the lines just 
stated. He advised that such a motion would be in order, but he suggested 
that the matter should be debated for a few more minutes before that motion 
is actually proposed. 


It was stated that CUSA had spent considerable time in preparing the 
Resolution, (document US-82-3.-D4), and it was suggested that it should 
be discussed further and voted on at today's meeting. At the same time the 
feeling was expressed that there was merit in what was suggested above, 
and perhaps it could be presented as a separate motion. 


Responding to the above, Dr. O'Brien stated that Senate could certainly 
indicate today to the Steering Committee that it wishes to have the overall 
membership of Senate looked into, or particularly the faculty membership, 
which was specifically referred to. 


It was stated that one fully supported the CUSA Resolution, as well as the 
suggestion that the question of faculty representation on Senate should be 
looked into by the Steering Committee. Also, the way in which the faculty 


representation on Senate was set up when Concordia was created, may 
perhaps have made sense at that time but it does not appear to make much 
sense at the present time. The feeling was also expressed that the 
representation from-the Faculty of Arts and Science, on the one hand, and 
the representation from the other three Faculties on the other hand, should 
be more or less equal. Finally, it was argued that if we were going to make 
reforms to the composition of Senate, it should not be done on an ad hoc 
basis. 


It was stated that one was in complete sympathy with the thrust of the 
CUSA Resolution, 1.e., the notion of flexibility in, appointing student 
members to the Senate to ensure proportional representation vis-a-vis 
part-time and full-time students and students from both campuses. On the 
other hand, if the question of the composition of Senate itself was going to 
be referred to the Steering Committee, one would want this particular debate 
to take place after the Steering Committee has submitted its 
recommendations to Senate. 


It was suggested that the question of faculty representation on Senate 
should-be referred to the Steering Committee and also that, since there has 
been no objection voiced so far in the discussion to the CUSA proposal, the 
Resolution on the floor should be voted on at today's meeting. 


It was stated that one could not see any valid reason for not voting on the 
motion on the floor, it being argued that regard less of whether or not the 
Resolution is approved, it would n6t impinge in any significant way on the 
possible restructuring or redistribution of seats amongst the faculty 
members. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the discussion so far has centered on whether to 
proceed immediately with the change being proposed or whether to look at 
the whole package. There has been virtually no comment and certainly no 
questioning of the principle of what was being proposed in the Resolution, 
(document US-82-3-D4). From a strictly technical viewpoint, either 
approach was perfectly possible. Essentially, what it comes down to was 
the willingness of Senate to proceed with a change in the area of student 
representation, to be followed by a study of other areas of representation on 
Senate, which the Steering Committee could certainly take up and follow 
through on, versus the approach of referring all of the questions that have 
been raised, to the Steering Committee, with the expectation that a report 
would be submitted relatively soon, at which time the whole package will be 
voted upon. He further advised that it would probably be appropriate at this 
point, if there was a wish on the part of any member of Senate to refer the 
whole package back to the Steering Committee, to propose a motion to do 
so and to deal with that motion either positively or negatively. If it is 
referred back, the matter would be closed insofar as today's discussion was 
concermed. If it is not referred back, Senate would proceed to vote on the 
proposal presently on the floor. 


It was stated that the only concern that one would have with the idea of 
proceeding to vote on the Resolution immediately was that if the Steering 


Committee was going to look at the question of the composition of Senate, 
it might come back in May with a recommendation to decrease or increase 
the size of this body and while one was completely in favour of the principle 
of proportional representation, one would not like to be faced with the 
situation whereby we would be locked into 17 seats for the student 
representatives and the faculty seats reduced for example, to 12, i.e., 3 seats 
for each Faculty. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the matter now before Senate should be looked 
upon as a very narrow question, 1.e., given that there are 17 student 
members, this is how they will be appointed. If later the number is to be 
reduced to 12 or raised to 29, that could be dealt with as a separate issue at 
that time. 


An amendment was suggested that the first sentence in the Resolution be 
changed to read "Be it resolved that the student seats on Senate be divided 
proportionally It was explained that the changed wording would not result 
in a loss in the number of student seats and it would allow the question of 
the actual number of seats to be argued later on, if and when the question of 
redistribution is considered by Senate. 


It was stated that the figure 17 was, in reality, the most meaningless part of 
the Resolution. Rather the significant part of the Resolution was the formula 
for distributing the student seats on Senate, which formula would still be 
applied regardless of whether the number of seats is increased to 21 or 
reduced to 12. Also, the number 17 was simply a statement of fact, given 
that there were 17 student seats on Senate at the present time and it was 
inserted into the Resolution because it was not stated anywhere in the 
official documents that there were in fact 17 student seats. 


It was suggested that if the number 17 was removed from the Resolution, it 
should be replaced by the word "undergraduate" in order to distinguish 
these seats from those allocated to graduate students. It was also pointed out 
that by inserting the word "undergraduate" into the Resolution, the phrase 
"appointed by CUSA" would become somewhat redundant, because 
CUSA, according to the By-Laws, could only appoint undergraduate 
students to these seats. It was suggested that that phrase be deleted. 


The mover and seconder agreed to accept the various suggested changes in 
the wording of the first sentence, including the suggested amendment, 
thereby changing it to read - "BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE 
UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT SEATS ON SENATE BE DIVIDED 
PROPORTIONALLY AMONGST THE FOUR FACULTIES BASED ON 
THE MOST RECENTLY PUBLISHED ENROLLMENT STATISTICS." 


Concerning the enrollment statistics that would be used in applying the 
formula, it was stated that one assumed that the head count would be of 
students registered during the academic year, including Summer, Fall and 
Winter registrations. 


It was argued that if we were going to be considering a change in the 
composition of Senate at the last meeting in May, 1982, it would be 
premature to take the Resolution presently on the floor, to the Board of 
Governors at this point. One was quite prepared today to vote on and accept 
the proposed formula for dividing the student seats on Senate, but it should 
then be referred to the Steering Committee along with the question of the 
overall composition of Senate. It was further argued that the composition of 
Senate was not going to change until next September; that the students did 
not have to know their exact numbers or exact memberships until the 
beginning of September; and that Senate should agree on the principle of 
proportional representation at today's meeting but only take it to the Board 
of Governors when we know the exact figures that the formula would be 
applied to. 


It was argued that it was very important that the formula be adopted by the 
Board of Governors as soon as possible because the process of electing 
students to Senate for next year must begin in about a month from now 
before the students disappear for the Summer. 


It was wondered what would be a good time of year to examine the 
composition of Senate, the feeling being expressed that Senate was 
presently too large and also that the membership was disproportionate, 
particularly with respect to Arts and Science where there was an imbalance 
in favour of that Faculty. The feeling was also expressed that it should be 
possible sometime in the distant future, for Senate to be able to meet on the 
University premises, either on the Sir George Williams Campus or the 
Loyola Campus, as the case may be. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien stated that if this question is referred 
to the Steering Committee, he would be inclined to c end to that body that it 
approach the question in two stages, i.e., that the Committee look at the 
distribution of faculty seats within the current number of faculty seats, in a 
way that would be rather parallel with what the students are doing with 
respect to their seats. This would be a rather simple and 
straightforward-kind of arithmetic exercise, and if changes seem to be 
appropriate, the Steering Committee should report on that to Senate 
relatively quickly. With respect to the second question of overall size of 
Senate, if it could be done and a proposition made simultaneously, well and 
good. However, observations would indicate that such questions tend to be 
more complicated than what might at first appear to be the case and it might 
conceivably take Steering Committee a somewhat longer period of time to 
come up with a proposal to, for example, cut the size of Senate in half. In 
fact, analogous discussions in Arts and Science consumed some 
considerable period of time, when a similar issue was being considered by 
that Faculty last year. Consequently he would be inclined to separate the 
two issues, in time, and to bring a proposal to Senate rather rapidly if one is 
warranted, within the group of faculty seats and then to look at the question 
of the overall composition of Senate as soon as may be possible. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


82-3-16 


82-3-17 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the resolution which Senate has just adopted, 
would be referred to the Board of Governors for its approval. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
TADDEO, THAT THE QUESTION CONCERNING THE FACULTY 
REPRESENTATION AND THE OVERALL COMPOSITION OF 
SENATE, BE REFERRED TO THE STEERING COMMITTEE FOR 
STUDY AND REPORT. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


In response to a question concerning the timetable for a report from the 
Steering Committee on the question of faculty representation on Senate, Dr. 
O'Brien stated that, without being able to guarantee it, he would hope that 
the matter could be dealt with before the end of the current academic. year. 
He further advised that if members of Senate have any observations or 
recommendations on the matter, they should be submitted to the Secretary 
so that they could be brought to the attention of the Steering Committee at its 
April 13, 1982 meeting. Again, he stressed that if there were relatively far 
reaching proposals for change, a report on those would not be returned 
immediately. However he would propose that the Steering Committee 
undertake an arithmetic exercise on the distribution of Senate seats relatively 
rapidly. 


It was pointed out that terms of faculty members on Senate normally expire 
on May 31, and it was argued that if the distribution of faculty seats on 
Senate-are changed in May, it would be impossible to have any functioning 
of Senate, other than by Senate extending its own mandate for a number of 
months, until such time as faculty elections could be held, which would not 
be until faculty members return to the University next September. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien advised that if Senate makes changes 
to its composition, it will have to decide, when it sees what is before it, 
whether to make those changes immediately or whether they would be made 
effective for a year later. 


Prizes and Awards - Faculty of Arts and Science 


Dean Taddeo presented and explained the resolutions concerning Prizes and 
Awards in the Faculty of Arts and Science, (document US-82-3-D6). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE RESOLUTIONS FROM THE ARTS AND 
SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL CONCERNING PRIZES AND 
AWARDS, (DOCUMENT US-82-3-D6), BE APPROVED. 


It was announced that the proposed Tom Allan Memorial Prize was 
approved by the Board of Graduate Studies an March 15, 1982, (document 
US-82-3-D9). 


82-3-19 


82-3-20 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. CLOSED 
SESSION Honorary 


Resolution Concerning the "no-smoking" Regulation 


Prof. Mangat stated that before presenting the Resolution on the Prohibition 
of Smoking in the Senate Chamber, (document US-82-3-D7), he wished to 
be advised as to whether or not there was still a quorum. The Secretary 
advised that there was a quorum. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MANGAT, SECONDED BY MR. 
CURNEW, THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE 
PROHIBITION OF SMOKING IN THE SENATE CHAMBER, 
(DOCUMENT US-82-3-D7), BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Mangat explained the rationale for the Resolution. 


Again in response to a question concerning quorum, the Secretary advised 
that when the motion to approve the Resolution was made, there was a 
quorum, but such was no longer the case. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that since the question had been raised, he would have 
to rule that we did not have a quorum. He further stated that it would be 
clearly unproductive to proceed with the debate, but also that the item would 
be inserted in a prominent position on the Agenda for the next Senate 
meeting. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


